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good morning welcome once again my name is catherine ferguson and today we are sitting in the senate 
foreign relations committee room on capitol hill in washington d.c this morning we are at the at a hearing 
presented by the senate foreign relations subcommittee for african affairs the chairman of this subcommittee 
is senator dick clark a democrat from iowa the subject this morning is angola i think if we were to say what is 
the question before the subcommittee and perhaps before the congress and the people of this country it is 
why is this country involved in angola at all why has the cia been channeling funds something to the tune of 
about 32 million dollars over the last year to two factions fighting in the angolan civil war that is the uh fnla 
and unita those are two factions fighting against the third faction the popular movement which is receiving 
backing from among other countries the soviet union in cuba today our witness is the secretary of state henry 
kissinger who is due to arrive in the hearing room at 10 30. there is no sawing of the secretary of state yet 
however we have an absolutely packed hearing room there is not even standing room no sro for this hearing 
today we've got it full we have member of the washington press course filling the press gallery here and we 
even have a few senators here already i spoke to chairman clark earlier to get a sense of what time we begin 
i saw senator joe biden a democrat from delaware come in this is the first time i think that we have carried 
live this particular subcommittee i can't be sure that i haven't been with pacifica that long certainly is the first 
time since i have been with them the senator senator clark from iowa has expressed some great concern 
about american involvement in angola at all and he called these humans in fact he announced the hearing in 
january and said that he wants to 
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in january and said that he wants to hear from high members of the administration of our government to 
know and to find out in a public forum why this country has been channeling funds to two factions fighting in 
the angolan civil war to bring you up to date or to go over some of the recent events this conflict and our 
involvement in this conflict has certainly been a big issue on capitol hill just the other day i think it was on 
tuesday i believe the house of representatives went along with the decision made in december by the senate 
to ban the spending of money for covert military aid to the two factions this is money that was to go to the cia 


and presumably then to go be channeled for military aid to these two factions the money was contained 
within a 112.3 billion dollar defense bill this is the appropriations for the defense department for the pentagon 
during fiscal year 76 and it was believed that 28 million dollars was hidden within that bill somewhere and 
was supposed to go to the cia and it was then believed this money was going to go to angola well led by 
senator john tony of california and also senator dick clark the chairman of this subcommittee the senate 
added an amendment to the bill on january excuse me december 19th and said no we don't want that money 
spent in that way then it came before the house just the other day in the house in a rather large vote let me 
see if i have the numbers i can't find the numbers anyway it was an overwhelming vote that the house 
decided they were going to back the senate in its decision when asked why he thought the house 
overwhelmingly backed the senate decision house minority leader john rhodes of arizona explained that he 
believed the the high vote was due to a lingering fear of getting involved in another vietnam and that has 
certainly been a subject or a a means of discussing this the fear that a limited a small amount of cia money 
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a limited a small amount of cia money going into a foreign civil war could lead eventually to another vietnam 
and congress wanted to get in on the takeoff so to speak and be able to say whether or not it wanted to 
support that so that's one reason that john at least that's the reason that john rhodes house minority leader 
republican from arizona gave another reason for the vociferousness of the congress on this issue might be 
the whole question of the cia's covert operations we've just spent the last year listening to and reading about 
two we've had three different investigations of the cia and other intelligence operations quite a number of cia 
covert operations have been exposed both past and present and it could be this is just one idea i've had that 
when this operation was made no known to members of congress they felt that now is the time having 
learned about how the cia works and being called to exert their own influence maybe this was the time to say 
no we don't want this particular operation to keep going one of the recommendations that's being made by 
the senate intelligence committee and it's being made to the senate to take up for a possible law is to make 
sure that the congress is told in advance of covert operations now according to in december of 1974 the 
congress passed something called the hughes ryan amendment to the foreign assistance act and this 
amendment said that the president was to tell the congress about each covert operation that is quote 
important to the national security of the united states that means that he could the president can okay funds 
for covert operations as long as he deems such operations are important to the national security of the united 
states perhaps today the senators on this panel will ask the secretary of state why 
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will ask the secretary of state why our involvement or why is the angolan civil war important to the national 
security of the united states that could be a question we'll see later but anyway this hughes ryan amendment 
also required the president to report the details of any covert action project in a quote timely fashion to the 
congress of the united states in fact they report to six subcommittees various intelligence agencies report to 
six different uh congressional committees on the question of covert actions but this in a timely fashion has 
also been a problem for the congress because it seems as if the intelligence agencies or various government 
officials tend to tell the congress about a covert operation after it's gotten underway not beforehand senator 
frank church if he had his way would have the congress enact a law which says the administration has to tell 
congress before such an operation takes place in that way maybe the congress can do something about it if 
this if the congress doesn't if a congressional committee for instance doesn't have actual veto power over 
covert operation senator church suggested the other day last week that uh the congress does have the 
power of the purse and if the president wanted to go ahead with a um covert operation well maybe the 
congress should just take away the money that was one idea at any rate at any rate and the question of 
covert operations in general is certainly something on the minds of members of congress right now and that 
the question of the cia's covert military aid to angola is certainly in the forefront of what they're thinking about 
right now so we are here today to hear from the secretary of state on the question of angola it will be one of 


the first public forums which the secretary of state has attended to discuss this issue he held a press 
conference several weeks ago on the issue but to date i do not believe he has come to an open hearing on 
capitol hill before the public before live radio as it were to discuss why we are there uh to go 
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to discuss why we are there uh to go into a little background about angola i am now taking this information 
from a report made by the center for national security studies here in washington the neighbors of angola in 
africa are among others which used to be the uh congo belgian congo zambia is one of the neighbors nambi 
is another neighbor angola has a large sea coast and it is also produces coffee sugar cotton tobacco it also 
has oil and diamonds and iron oil in fact gulf oil corporation had a subsidiary in northern or in part of angola 
and until a few months ago due to a contract it had golf was giving royalty payments to the government in the 
part of angola where this subsidiary was located well that happened to be that part of angola where the 
subsidiary was located happened to be and still is controlled by the popular movement for the liberation of 
angola which is the faction which the united states is not supporting so after request by the state department 
gulf oil finding itself in the unfortunate position of actually in essence through giving royalty payments 
supporting a group of people who the united states was uh opposing through military aid to its enemies did 
with fraud's royalty payments and is said to have put the payments in an escrow account and put them in the 
bank to wait until that time when a resolution is made there the country is approximately four hundred eighty 
one thousand square miles it has a population of approximately six million people it has been a poor it was a 
portuguese colony for 500 years it was granted independence november 11 1975. it was after that 
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1975. it was after that day of independence that this particular civil war this conflict broke out but the 
actual conflict in angola is much older the three groups which are now fighting each other or rather 
the fnla and you need to have a alliance and a allied against the popular movement they have been 
struggling individually against the portuguese government for many many years um the fnla has 
been fighting since approximately 1961 it is headed by holden roberto said to be the brother-in-law 
of zaire's head of state uh president mabutu and junita has been in a struggle against the 
portuguese since about 1966 its head is jonas i hope i'm pronouncing that right the mpla also has 
been organized for some long time its head is dr antonio agustino neto so i have seen the secretary 
of state he is now talking to senator de clark the chairman of this subcommittee for those of you 
who are interested and keep tabs on this kind of thing senator clark from iowa a democrat was 
recently given a perfect rating by the americans for democratic action a group which keeps track of 
how congress persons vote how they vote on different issues and according to the ada standards 
senator clark had a perfect voting record i see him sitting down members of his subcommittee are 
with him it looks as if things are are starting to begin i will turn you over to senator clark and the 
secretary of state henry kissinger as soon as mr kissinger there comes the gavel mr kissinger is 
seated through senator clark mr secretary we appreciate your willingness to come today to explain 
publicly the united states involvement in the civil war in angola many of us have long believed that 
the united states should not make a serious commitment to of its resources and prestige to the 
conflict without a full public debate 
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debate your appearance today is a necessary first step in formulating an angola policy which all americans 
can understand and congress can hopefully support and during the course of these hearings the committee 
will examine the administration's policy of providing military assistance to factions in the angola civil war on 
february third we will discuss with a representative of the department of defense the strategic importance of 
angola and we'll hear testimony of non-governmental experts on the impact of this conflict on united states 
soviet relations on february 4th we will hear the testimony of americans familiar with angola and the situation 
there and on february 6. the assistant secretary of state for african affairs will testify on the impact of angola 


on our relations with the remainder of africa and later through the year we will be holding hearings on other 
areas of africa other problems of africa both houses have now overwhelmingly voted to prohibit the use of 
military appropriations for continued cia activity in angola with a majority of both parties in both houses 
supporting that prohibition it would be a serious mistake for the administration to continue assistance to the 
factions without further congressional approval and any future approval will depend on the answers to certain 
fundamental questions about the administration's angola policy which we hope to address ourselves to here 
today probably the most important question is what is at stake for the united states in angola there is reason 
to question whether the soviet union will gain a permanent foothold in angola if the faction it backs wins 
african nations have demonstrated time and again that they are independent nationalistic and non-aligned 
this has been true even of the of those nations which have most reason 
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of those nations which have most reason to be grateful to one of the superpowers just recently mozambique 
denied the soviet union based privileges and publicly accused it of pushing too hard in spite of generous 
soviet assistance to mozambique's liberation struggle over the last decade the mpla has repeatedly asserted 
its commitment to want non-alignment and angola is a country wealthy enough to maintain its independence 
of outside donors after 500 years of colonial rule and more than a decade of liberation struggle it is unlikely 
that a new government in angola will give up its hard-fought freedom simply to become a soviet satellite 
undoubtedly the influence on angola of other african states experiencing the same process of economic and 
political development will be much stronger than the influence of either the united states or the soviet union 
there are no significant strategic interests of either the united states or the soviet union in angola 
administration representatives have repeatedly and i believe accurately assured us that the united states is 
not in angola to protect either strategic military or economic interest nor has any case been made for this 
being an ideological conflict since communist china communist russia again find themselves on opposing 
sides it is most frequently argued that what is at stake for the united states and angola is our credibility the 
president has stated that if the united states does not respond to the soviet and cuban intervention in angola 
quote we will send a message of irresolution not only to the leaders of african nations but to the united states 
allies and friends throughout the world end of quote now this assumption that a victory by the soviet-backed 
faction will prove that the united states does not have the will to defend the world against soviet aggression 
must be seriously examined i'm sure 
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must be seriously examined i'm sure we'll do that here today angola has not traditionally relied on the united 
states for protection in fact while our newly found friends in angola were fighting for their independence 
against portuguese colonialism the united states chose to ignore that struggle their struggle and continue 
economic and military assistance to portugal we must certainly ask whether it is wise policy to react to soviet 
actions any place in the world whether it involves our strategic or economic interests or not if we follow this 
policy it means that we must react even if the soviets are themselves making a mistake in short it means that 
we are indeed the policemen of the world and that our policy is not an independent but rather a reactive one 
determined by our adversary in my judgment the united states would be more credibly a more credible lie if 
we defined our own interests and did not become bogged down in conflicts of little real importance to us the 
assumption that the united states is merely reacting to a soviet initiative in angola is itself at least open to 
question according to reports the forty committee authorized three hundred thousand dollars in assistance to 
the fnli in january 1975. this is a small amount but it is difficult to be sure that the soviets so perceived it 
before their more significant escalation in march president mabutov a recipient of substantial united states 
economic and military assistance in recent years had been aiding the fnla much earlier and might well have 
been increasing his assistance in anticipation of independence as well now i conclude that trying to 
determine who did what first in support of liberation movements in angola is at least as difficult as answering 
which came first the chicken or the egg another essential question that this committee and congress must try 
to 
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committee and congress must try to answer before authorizing any further assistance for angola is what it 
will accomplish the soviet union has already provided 200 million dollars in assistance and cubans have sent 
11 000 troops the russians have 400 advisers these by our own estimates it is unlikely that these levels of 
assistance can be balanced by another 9 million dollars in defense appropriation or the twenty eight million 
dollars more which has been requested or even another fifty or a hundred million how can more dollars offset 
troops and technical advisors the president has said that he will not send troops advisers or mercenaries do 
we really improve our credibility by escalating the conflict further only to back off later i hope that the 
secretary will tell us today how the money blocked by the passage of the tony amendment nine million 
dollars would have been used to successfully offset the russian and cuban forces we must also examine 
what this committee what this commitment is costing us in terms of our relations with the rest of africa our 
identification with south africa's intervention in angola will not help our relations with the black african states 
which regard racial domination in south africa as the most serious problem of their continent south africa's 
intervention in the angola conflict is regarded as an effort to assure that the government which comes to 
power does not challenge south africa's illegal occupation of namibia or its internal apartheid practices the 
united states cannot afford to be associated with this effort to preserve minority rule in south africa the 
intervention of both the united states and the soviet union and angola is bound to be viewed in the rest of 
africa 
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africa as superpowers seeking to exploit a civil war in africa for their own advantage president kaunda stated 
at the oiu session last month whilst these superpowers are trumpeting the end of the cold war era and their 
bilateral relations they are at the same time showing the seeds of discord in africa now the heavy-handed 
methods of the soviet union and angola the use of their military might will in my judgment have its own 
reward just as it has throughout africa in country after country and so will allow if we simply follow them and 
one final point i do hope that no one will interpret our opposition to shipping military equipment to angola as 
an evidence of isolationism quite the contrary we believe much of our past problem in africa has been the 
isolationist policies which this and previous administrations have followed had we ever shown any interest in 
southern africa before this military action before this a military action might have seemed more credible the 
fact is that our only serious interest in africa has been by extension of the cold war the angolan intervention 
is perhaps only the best example africa deserves a policy mr secretary these questions are being raised not 
only by this committee but by the overwhelming majority of both houses of congress who have voted against 
further u.s military assistance in angola frankly we can we question how successful a foreign policy can be 
that has neither congressional nor public support we welcome the opportunity to examine them with you and 
to begin the long overdue public discussion of the administration's angola policy we've been involved in the 
angolan civil war for a year and you are the first public witness to testify before the congress certainly before 
the senate on our 
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certainly before the senate on our policy there i think we would all agree with the goals that the 
administration has expressed an end to foreign intervention in angola and an african solution to the conflict 
but mr secretary is it credible for you to condemn outside interference in angola and africa while chastising 
the congress for not allowing you to interfere as an outsider senator percy i would like to simply say that 
senator kirsten who is the ranked minority member on this subcommittee intended to be here but has been 
unavoidably detained in arriving at the capitol this morning i think there's no question uh secretary about the 
anxiety of the american people to hear what you have to say on this issue uh been a long time since we've 
had hearings with as many people trying to get in as this morning and it's little wonder because we've had 
such a contradictory set of statements that appeared in the press as to what america's involvement actually 
is what the cost of that involvement has been what the degree of it we've had the administration deny that 
we're taking any direct role uh and yet we have advertisements in the washington papers appearing asking 


for private organizations to get mercenaries and volunteers from the united states to go down to angola the 
question is how deep are we getting involved officially or unofficially this comes at a particularly important 
time mr secretary i would like to say to you that i have not seen in a long time a deeper desire from the part 
of the senate and the members of this committee to reach accord with the administration on foreign policy i 
don't think we've ever been closer on nato we've not had the big fight about withdrawing troops at all we've 
come together on that issue as a result of our reasoning together 
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our reasoning together we certainly have come together on the issue of executive agreements and treaties 
and what was accomplished in spain i think was an outstanding example of cooperation between the 
executive branch and the legislative and i hope we will overwhelmingly approve this treaty after we've heard 
all of the facts involved in it certainly in salt and military assistance in the middle east we're working very 
closely together but once again the country is saying is this another vietnam how deep are we getting what 
are we getting involved in are being being sucked into the quicksand down in africa in a a civil war and i think 
the need for your testimony this morning the desire we have to get the facts to share them with the american 
people and then see if we can't carve out a common policy based on an understanding of the same facts uh 
evidence is certainly your appearance here this morning we're grateful for your testimony and uh we look 
forward to it charles percy a republican from illinois joseph biden is now speaking a democrat from delaware 
with your remarks and emphasize uh three points that i i have not had a chance to read the secretary's full 
statement which we had before us i'm anxious to hear it but i'm i'm very concerned as to whether or not we 
are in fact being involved in a conflict which we can't win um one of the things i'm curious about is even if in 
fact we uh adhered to the administration's request whether or not there was any possibility under any 
circumstances to in fact be successful and i questioned after a number of so-called secret briefings by the 
department and by the cia as to what our objectives are what were they what are they now they changed 
every time ice not every time but on three occasions they changed from what i was told what our ultimate 
objective was in angola and uh in closing to my brief opening statement i did have a chance to read the first 
page 
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did have a chance to read the first page of the secretary's opening statement and uh um with regard to no 
foreshadowing of any opposition to the principal involvement uh i think if the secretary will have an 
opportunity at later time to to check on that he will find that uh both senator clark and i i believe as way back 
as far as april if i'm not mistaken july expressed an opposition on the record but that's nitpicking i i just this is 
not a newfound issue and i'm anxious to hear from the secretary with regard to all the issues raised by by uh 
the chairman but with particularly with regard to what is our objective there even if we agree with the 
secretary that we should be involved what is the what would be uh the ultimate uh victory uh for our foreign 
policy uh objective in in uh angola even if we agreed which i happen at this point not to but i'm prepared to be 
persuaded uh by the secretary thank you very much thank you senator casey as an observer and i 
appreciate your invitation to all of us too on the committee to come i look forward with great interest to 
hearing the secretary's statement senator powell i too am not a member of the subcommittee thank you for 
your hospitality to be here look forward to hearing the secretary we'll have a few questions if you will permit 
them thank you senator mcgovern mr chairman i'm not a member of the subcommittee but i want to 
commend you on these hearings and also for inviting some of the rest of us to set in as observers i 
appreciate it thank you mr secretary you may proceed in any way you think appropriate mr chairman uh i 
have a fairly lengthy uh statement here uh i will delete some paragraphs as i go through it but i'll stand by the 
entire statement except for the one 
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entire statement except for the one clause to which senator biden called my attention which i tried to delete 
this morning before he called my attention to it had already been distributed no i think it's a fair point and i 
think the chairman's article this morning uh brought home to me that that that particular clause is perhaps 
more appropriately deleted from the formal statement and i'd like to request the press to do that uh i welcome 
this opportunity to explain the global significance of what is happening in angola the events that brought us to 
this point the united states objectives and the major consequences consequences which can result the soviet 
union's massive and unprecedented intervention in the internal affairs of africa with nearly 200 million dollars 
of arms and its military technicians and advisers with eleven thousand cuban combat routes and with 
substantial sea and airlift and naval cover in adjacent waters is a matter of urgent concern not only are the 
interests of the countries directly affected at stake but also the interests of all nations in preserving global 
stability which is the precondition for all else mankind aspires to accomplish in recent years the united states 
has sought to help build a new international order less tied to traditional patterns of power balances it was 
the united states which took the initiative in seeking to resolve the most dangerous problems of our time by 
negotiation and cooperation rather than by force of art it was we who insisted on the historical necessity that 
this period required a more stable relationship 
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relationship between the two nations possessing the capacity to destroy civilization we have sought and with 
some success to build more constructive relations with the ussr across a broad range to contain strategic 
arts to institutionalize cooperation in economic scientific and cultural fields to reduce tensions in areas where 
our vital interests impinge on one another we have done so in the face of some considerable domestic 
criticism because we've been convinced that the classical pattern of accumulating marginal advantages must 
be overcome and mankind must build more constructive patterns if catastrophe is to be avoided no one has 
been more dedicated than the president and i to working for these principles but our efforts have been 
founded upon one fundamental reality peace requires a sense of security and security depends upon some 
form of equilibrium equilibrium is impossible unless the united states remains both strong and determined to 
use its strengths when required this is our historic responsibility for no other nation has the capacity to act in 
this way while constantly seeking opportunities for conciliation we need to demonstrate to potential 
adversaries that cooperation is the only rational alternative any other course will encourage the trends it 
seeks to accommodate a challenge not met today will attempt far more dangerous crisis tomorrow if a 
continent such as africa only recently freed from external oppression can be made the arena for great power 
ambitions if immense quantities of arms can affect far-off events if large expeditionary forces can be 
transported it will to dominate 
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transported it will to dominate virtually helpless peoples then all we have hoped for in building a more stable 
and rational international order is in jeopardy the history of the post-war period period should give us cause 
military aggression director indulge has frequently been successfully dealt with but never in the absence of a 
local balance of forces u.s policy in angola has sought our friends to achieve to assist our friends to achieve 
this balance angola represents the first time since the aftermath of world war ii that the soviet union has 
moved militarily at long distances to impose the regime of its choice it is the first time that the united states 
has failed to respond to soviet military moves outside their immediate orbit and it is the first time that 
congress has holded the executive's action while it was in the process of meeting this kind of threat that's to 
claim that angola is not an important country or that the united states has no important interests there begs 
what is for us the principal question the objectives which the united states has sought in angola have not 
been aimed at defending or acquiring intrinsic interests in that country we are not opposing any particular 
faction and i might add that we have we established immediately relations with relimo and mozambique 
when the chairman visited there as a matter of fact even though it is its purposes are not particularly friendly 
to the united states and even though it had received some outside support from the soviet union and the 
people's republic of china but it because we considered it an essentially indigenous movement we could 
develop constructive relations with any angolan government 


00:34:02 (https:/Awww.youtube.com/watch?v=O-0i1IYNTxPZ48&t=2042s 





relations with any angolan government we have never been involved militarily in angola we are not so 
involved now we emphatically do not seek to be militarily involved in the future our objective is clear and 
simple to help those countries and those groups within angola those african countries and those groups 
within angola that would resist external aggression by providing them with needed financial support those 
whom we seek to assist share our hopes for negotiated solutions and for african self-determination they 
played a larger role than the mpla in striving toward angolan independence our deepest concern is for global 
stability if the united states is seen to emasculate itself in the face of massive unprecedented soviet and 
cuban intervention what will be the perception of leaders around the world as they make decisions 
concerning their future security will they feel they can proceed to develop their nations in an international 
climate which fosters cooperation and self-determination how will they adjust their conduct in the context of 
such events and what conclusion will an unopposed superpower draw when the next opportunity for 
intervention america's modest direct strategic and economic interests in angola are not the central issue the 
question is whether the america maintains the resolve to act as a responsibly as a great power that there be 
no mistake about it the culprits and the tragedy that is now unfolding in angola are the soviet union and its 
client state cuba 
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but i must note with some sadness that the executive has been deprived of indispensable flexibility in 
formulating a foreign policy which we strongly believe to be in our national interest the crucial truth is that a 
stable relationship with the soviet union based on mutual restraint will be achieved only if soviet lack of 
restraint carries the risk of counteraction the consequences may well be far-reaching and substantially more 
painful than the cause we have recommended when one great power attempts to obtain special positions of 
influence based on military interventions the other power is sooner or later bound to act to offset this 
advantage in some other place or man this will inevitably lead to a chain of action and reaction typical of 
other historic eras in which great powers maneuvered for advantage only to find themselves soon related 
embroiled in a major crisis and often in open conflict it is precisely this pattern that must be broken and that 
we want to break if a lasting easing of tensions is to be achieved and if it is not broken now we will face 
harder choices and higher costs later on in angola we have consistently advocated a government 
representing all three factions we have never opposed participation by the soviet-backed popular movement 
for the liberation of angola the mpla what we do oppose it's the massive soviet and cuban intervention and 
their express day of denying the 
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and their express day of denying the other two groups any part in governing their country our overriding goal 
has been to ensure that that the africans shape their own destiny and their traditional colonialism not be 
replaced by a more modern version since october we have consistently offered to stop all military supplies on 
our side provided all other countries will do the same thing and have made repeated proposals for an end of 
all foreign military intervention let me briefly recount the course of events that has led up has led us to this 
point and i recognize that in going over the events of a year or more it is extremely difficult to give an 
absolutely unbiased account and it will always be possible to find this or that individual whose perspective 
might be different this is how it looks how it looked from where i sat in 1961 the united states declared its 
support for self-determination in portugal's african territories at the time the national front for the liberation of 
angola fnla was a leading force in the struggle for and independence looking to the future we sought to 
develop a relationship with the fnla through providing it some financial non-military assistance the ussr had 
already established links with the popular movement for the liberation of angola mpla through the portuguese 
communist party the mpla began military action against the portuguese in the mid-1960s the national union 
for the total independence of angola unita an offshoot of the fnla also began to 
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an offshoot of the fnla also began to fight in the late 1960s although these various uncoordinated insurgency 
efforts caused considerable difficulties for portugal they passed no serious military threat to the dominance of 
portuguese military forces in angola however the overthrow of the portuguese government in april 1974 and 
the growing strength of the portuguese communist party apparently convinced moscow that a revolutionary 
situation was developing in angola the soviet union began to exploit the situation in the fall of 1974 through 
the shipment of arms and equipment to the mpla the united states at the same time received requests for 
support from other angolan elements but turned them down the prospect of an independent angola was 
clouded by the intense rivalry of the fnla mpla and unita concerned about the three factions failure to end 
their bitter quarrel leaders of other african countries prevailed upon them to come together with portugal and 
seek agreement this effort led to the elbow record of january 1975. under its terms a transitional coalition 
government was to be established and charged with preparing for a peaceful turnover of power by 
integrating the military forces of the three movements writing a constitution and organizing an election to take 
place before independence scheduled for november 11 1975. this was the moment when portugal was trying 
to organize a peaceful transition to independence for the exercise of restraint by all outside parties and this is 
why the united states did not support unita and had only the most modest support 
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and had only the most modest support for the fnla but the ussr and the portuguese communists decided to 
put the mpla in power through stepped-up shipments of arms with this kind of encouragement the mpla had 
little incentive to fulfill the terms of the albura accord which would have prevented it from dominating any 
future coalition government it is no coincidence that major violence broke out in march 1975 when large 
shipments of soviet arms began to arrive thousands of infantry weapons machine guns bazookas and 
rockets on march 23rd the first of repeated military clashes between the mpla and fnla occurred they 
increased in frequency in april may and june when deliveries of communist arms and equipment including 
mortars and armoured vehicles escalated by air and sea in may the mpla forced the app in la out of the 
areas northern east of luanda and in june took effective control of capender on july 9 all-out civil war began 
when the mpla attacked the fnla and junita driving both organizations out of luanda thereby ending the short- 
lived coalition government by mid-july the military situation radically favored the mpla as the military position 
of the fnla and unita deteriorated the governments of zaire and zambia grew more and more concerned 
about the implications for their own security those two countries turn to the united states for assistance in 
preventing the soviet union and cuba from imposing a solution in angola becoming a dominant influence in 
south central africa and threatening the stability of the area and i want to stress that until this point no military 
assistance of any kind 
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point no military assistance of any kind was given by the united states to any faction in the angolan prop in 
august intelligence reports indicated the presence of soviet and cuban military advisers trainers and troops 
including the first cuban combat troops statements by cuban leaders are to be believed a large cuban military 
training program began in angola in june and cuban advisors were there before that by september the mpla 
offensive has had forced unita out of several major central and southern angolan cities in early september 
the poorly equipped united forces turned in desperation to south africa for resistance against the mpla which 
was overrunning unitas ethnic areas in the south south africa responded by sending in military equipment 
and some military personnel without consultation with the united states the nato forces launched a 
successful counter-offensive which swept the mpla out of the southern and most of the central part of angola 
in october massive increases in soviet and cuban military assistance began to arrive more cuban troops 
were ferry to angola cuba inaugurated its own airlift at of troops in late october and the mpla declared itself 
the government of angola in violation of the alboro court in the hope of holding a dangerously escalating 
situation the united states using the leverage provided by our financial support which had started in august 
undertook a wide range of diplomatic activities pointing toward a summit of the organization of african unity 
scheduled for january 1976 starting in 
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scheduled for january 1976 starting in october we made several overtures to the soviet union expressing our 
concern over the scale and purpose of their intervention we offered to use our influence to bring about the 
cessation of all foreign military assistance and to encourage an african solution if they would do the same 
their responses were evasive but not totally negative we began to voice our concerns and our limited 
objectives publicly beginning with a speech by me in detroit on november 24th we pointed out that 
continuation of an interventionist policy by the soviet union must inevitably threaten our other relationships 
and that our sole objective was an african resolution of an african problem i briefed the nato foreign ministers 
and obtained significant understanding and support throughout this period the united states principles for a 
solution to the angolan tragedy were unambiguous and straightforward they are angola is an african problem 
and should be led to african solve foreign military involvement only escalates and prolongs the warfare there 
and should be ended oau efforts to promote a ceasefire should be supported the united states pursues no 
interest no unilateral interest in angle and is exclusively concerned with seeing the people of that country live 
in peace independent and independent angola should be insulated from great power conflict our diplomacy 
was effective so long as we maintain the leverage of a possible military ballot african determination to 
oppose soviet and cuban intervention was becoming more and more evident on december 9 president ford 
made a 
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on december 9 president ford made a formal proposal to the soviet government through their ambassadors 
proposing the end of all foreign military intervention and of the shipment of all foreign military uh equipment it 
appeared as if the soviet union had begun to take stock the airlift was interrupted from december 9th until 
december 24th by mid-december we were hopeful that the oau would provide a framework for eliminating the 
interference of outside powers by calling for an end of their intervention and we made clear in advance to all 
parties concerned including the soviet union and all african states that we would immediately accept such a 
solution at that point the impact of our domestic debate overwhelmed the possibilities of diplomacy after the 
vote to pluck any further aid to angola the cubans more than doubled their forces and soviet military aid was 
resumed on an even larger scale as the scope of soviet cuban intervention increased the cooperativeness of 
their diplomacy declined the weight of soviet aid and advisors and the massive soviet expeditionary force 
began to tip the scales of battle in december by this point most of the effective fighting for the mpla was 
being done by cubans it was clear that the ussr cuba and the mpla hope to achieve a decisive military victory 
on the eve of the organization of african unity's extraordinary summit conference in addis ababa a few weeks 
ago yet notwithstanding their reverses the fnla united forces still control about 70 percent of the territory and 
70 of the population of angola at the time 
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of the population of angola at the time of the conference at this summit 22 members of the oau advocated 
recognition of the mpla but they were opposed in an unusual demonstration of solidarity by 22 other 
members who held out for a more balanced resolution that would include the following points an immediate 
cease-fire condemnation of south africa and immediate withdrawal of south african forces withdrawal of all 
other foreign forces and enter the supply of arms of all factions and fifth reconciliation of all factions with the 
aim of establishing a government of national unity the united states regarded this program as reasonable and 
responsive to the facts of the situation we were prepared to accept it then and we are prepared to accept it 
now but the soviet union in cuba urged mpla supporters to refuse to accept the solution this then is a brief 
history of the significance of angola in elaborating further the united states position i would like to respond 
directly to some of the issues raised in the current debate our principal objective has been to respond to an 
unprecedented application of soviet power achieved in large part through the expeditionary force of a client 
state during 1975 the soviet union is estimated to have contributed nearly 200 million dollars worth of military 
assistance to angola this equals the entire amount of all military aid from all sources to sub-saharan africa in 
1974. a total of at least 46 flights 
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a total of at least 46 flights of soviet heavy and medium military transports have ferreted soviet military 
equipment from the ussr to luanda and congo brazil while a steady stream of soviet and cuban aircraft has 
continued to bring cuban troops across the atlantic soviet naval involvements clearly related to angolan 
events have continued in west african waters for several weeks the implications of cuba's unprecedented 
and massive intervention cannot be ignored it is a geopolitical event of considerable significance for the first 
time cuba has sent an expeditionary force to another country on another continent about eleven thousand 
cuban military personnel have been sent to angola if allowed to proceed unchecked this blatant intervention 
cannot but carry with it far-reaching implications including the impact it will have on the attitudes and future 
content of nations of this hemisphere indeed friend and foe alike cannot fail to contrast the sending of a large 
cuban expeditionary force with our apparent inability to provide even indirect financial assistance we have 
been asked why we do not respond with other pressures on this overdue the first answer is that many of the 
links the administration has tried to forge such as trade and credit which would have provided incentives for 
restraint and levers for penalties have been precluded by earlier congressional act but above all economic 
measures take too much time to affect a 
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take too much time to affect a fast-moving situation like angola any longer-term impact would be of little use 
to those immediately threatened still we have made clear that a continuation of actions like those in angola 
must threaten the entire web of soviet us relations in this sense both the negotiations and the overall 
relations are in long-term jeopardy unless restraint is exercised but there is no substitute for a local balance 
indirect pressures can succeed only if rapid local victories are foreclosed the questions then come down to 
this do we really want the world to conclude that if the soviet union chooses to intervene in a massive way 
and if cuban or other troops are used as an expeditionary force the united states will not be able to muster 
the unity for resolve to provide even financial assistance can those faced with such a threat and with hope of 
resistance from us be expected to resist do we want our potential adversaries to conclude that in in the event 
of future challenges america's internal divisions are likely to deprive deprivers of even minimal leverage over 
events of global significance our second objective has been to help our friends in black africa who oppose 
soviet and cuban intervention only in recent years has africa become free of great power rivalry it must not 
once again become an arena in which the ambitions of outside powers are pursued we are told that we need 
not concern ourselves 
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concern ourselves because in the final analysis and at some indefinite time in the future african nationalism 
will reassert itself and drive out for an influence even were this to be true it still ignores the fact that 
governments under pressure will be forced to yield whenever a threat develops those who are threatened 
cannot afford to wait for history they must decide whether to resist or to adjust advice which council's 
confidence in the verdict of history is a mockery to those who are concerned for the fate of their country 
today history rarely helps those who do not help themselves some charge that we have acted in collusion 
with south africa that is not true we do not view south african intervention any more benevolently than we do 
the intervention of other outside powers indeed we have formally proposed that the removal of outside forces 
begin with those of south africa and we have asked in vain for an indication of how soon thereafter soviet 
and cuban forces would be withdrawn we are firmly convinced that had there been no outside interference 
initiated by the soviet union the africans would have found their own solution no single movement would 
have been strong enough to take over the resulting solution would have been more representative of the 
people of angola than a government imposed by an outside power and representing only a minority faction 
the means we have chosen have been limited and explained to congress our immediate 
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and explained to congress our immediate objective was to provide leverage for diplomatic efforts to bring 


about what we considered a just and peaceful solution they were not conceived unilaterally by the united 
states they represented supportive friends who requested our financial assistance we chose covert means 
because we wanted to keep our visibility to a minimum we wanted the greatest possible opportunity for an 
african solution we felt that overt assistance would elaborate a formal doctrine justifying great power 
intervention aside from the technical issues such as in what budgetary category this age should be given and 
how it could be reconciled with legislative restrictions against the transfer of u.s arms by recipients we chose 
a covert form of response and indeed we chose to act only with the greatest reluctance in doing so we were 
determined to adhere to established standards of executive legislative consultation eight congressional 
committees were briefed on 24 separate occasions we sought in these briefings to determine the wishes of 
the congress while we do not claim that every member approved our action we had no indication of basic 
opposition but i want to emphasize that this is open obviously to different interpretations but this was our 
reading of the situation i'm all together more than two dozen senators about 150 congressmen and over 100 
staff members of both houses were informed i'm attaching to my statement a list of 
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i'm attaching to my statement a list of all of the briefings that were carried out mr jim where are we now many 
of the members of this committee have expressed their general support for our policy of easing tensions with 
the soviet union we in the executive branch are grateful for that support but this process of easing tensions 
cannot be divided into those segments which the soviets will honor and those which we allow them to ignore 
what the united states does when confronted with a blatant challenge like angola can be of great significance 
in shaping our future relations with the soviet union a demonstration of lack of resolve could lead the soviets 
to great miscalculation thereby plunging us into a major confrontation which neither of us wants the united 
states must make it clear that our divisions over angola set no precedent that this type of action will not be 
tolerated elsewhere this must be demonstrated by both the executive and the country in our national interest 
and in the interest of world peace to the soviet union into cuba the administration says we will continue to 
make our case to the american public we will not tolerate wanton disregard for the interest of others and for 
the cause of world peace to the american people the administration cycle says that the time has come to put 
aside self-accusation and division our own country's safety and the progress of mankind depend crucial upon 
a united and determined america today as through our 200 years the world looks to us to stand up for what is 
right by virtue of our strengths and our values 


01:02:00 (https:/Awww.youtube.com/watch?v=O-0i1IYNTxPZ4&t=3720s 





of our strengths and our values we are leaders in the defense of freedom without us there can be neither 
security nor practice progress to the congress the administration says that whatever our past disagreement 
let the congress and the executive now resolve to shape a cooperative relationship that will enable the united 
states to play a responsible international role both branches will have to do their share in restoring the kind of 
non-partisan support that has served our foreign policy so well in the past on the issue of angola the 
administration is now considering overt financial aid and we will soon be consulting with the congress on this 
possibility but whatever their decision and whatever our past disagreement let us work together on other 
issues with an appreciation of the larger interests involved and with a shared sense of national responsibility 
a united america cannot be ignored by adversaries together we will preserve the independence of those who 
face the prospect of oppression together we can harden the friends of liberty and promote peace everywhere 
thank you thank you very much mr secretary for a very detailed very concise statement if the committee has 
no objection we will uh we'll operate under the 10-minute rule of the lights operating here i can't see them but 
i know they're here including members of the polls committee so that we will we will move along in that way 
you've been listening to the statement by secretary of state henry kissinger some start on purpose or a side 
question from page 40 of your statement i think it was 
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where you say eight congressional committees were briefed on 24 separate occasions we sought in these 
hearings to determine the wishes of congress is it the administration's uh interpretation of the so-called 
hughes-ryan amendment that the wishes of congress are determined in these consultations the problem of 
how to conduct covert operations and the relation to congressional oversight is an extremely complicated 
one and it is the administration does not feel that it is legally obliged to follow all the opinions that may be 
expressed in this congressional briefing but it would certainly take them seriously when the issue of 
assistance to angola first arose in june and july we recognized that we were faced with an extremely painful 
set of alternatives nobody in the year of the collapse of our effort in indochina had any possible interest in 
being involved again in what could superficially appear like an analogous situation nobody in a year of the 
intelligence investigations had any excessive eagerness to expose the this country and to the sort of dispute 
that might ensue we examined the pros and cons of the sort of indirect financial assistance that we were 
providing for about six weeks and then the 
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for about six weeks and then the president decided to proceed to brief the congress meticulously and that if 
out of these briefings there emerged what would appear to us a determined opposition to reconsider our 
views to reconsider our apology while i repeat i do not say that every member that was briefed expressed 
support we did not have the sense that it would lead to a sense to a clash between the congress and the 
executive for example mr chairman the amendment which you offered was not one which we found 
incompatible with our purposes when i testified when i briefed the church committee in early december last 
year about what we were doing in angola i volunteered that once the additional sums that we were then 
attempting to reprogram that is to say once these 28 million dollars were expended if any additional funds 
were required it was my personal belief that we had come to the end of the covert phase of our action and 
we would then have to request additional funds in some overt manner and therefore your amendment mr 
chairman was not one that i found incompatible with our policies because either what we were then doing 
would lead to a negotiation which on the whole i expected or it would demonstrate that the soviet union and 
cuba were engaged on a degree of massive intervention that required a widespread american public 
decision before we proceeded with opposing it so in any event we would have come to the congress 
whenever these 28 million dollars were expanded if a negotiation had not uh developed our concern 
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uh developed our concern was that events in december in the middle of an attempted effort to crystallize the 
negotiation terminated abruptly something that had been developed over a period of of months and our 
disagreement is not with the proposition that there must be a limit beyond which covert actions cannot be 
made compatible with congressional oversight it was rather with the methods that were chosen in december 
which were not actually the ones that you had recommended in your own amendment which we as you know 
had not actively opposed well mr secretary just to pursue this point on on advising the committees or more 
specifically to get their wishes it's my understanding that the members of the committee who were who were 
briefed on these uh after the fact or whatever the case may be were not advised that their opinion was being 
uh sought now i remember raising that question upon returning from africa in early september with uh 
director colby who said much the same thing that you're saying we really received very little opposition from 
this and my question was whether the people who are being briefed were advised that their opposition was 
being sought or that their consultation was being sought it seems to me that it it leaves those people who are 
being briefed in a very difficult position if they are expected to to give a yes or no or give some indication on 
every single covert activity that's presented to them or in the event that they do not do that they can later be 
quoted as having said they didn't oppose it it seems to me that puts them in a difficult position if they're not 
previously advised that their opposition is going to make a difference of course uh mr chairman my 
experience with the congress has been that the members of the senate and the congress whom with whom i 
deal have not in the past shown an excessive reluctance to express a view 
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view even if the view was not actively solicited but i hope that's the case but i can only speak of the the one 
briefing in which in which i participated which was that of the church committee and their views were being 
actively expressed by the committee that was well along in the course of the of the operation but the 
question you raise is a is one that perhaps requires further clarification in in elaborating the oversight 
procedures well there are other people in the senate who could speak to that better than i let me ask you a 
brief period all i can say is that i always ask those who were briefing the congressional committees what 
reaction they found and that the president and i thought that the degree of continuation of the action at least 
in its early phases was to some extent dependent on the mood we found in the congress but that could have 
been a misunderstanding so that it would be well to assume those people who are being briefed to assume 
that if they don't take opposition on the occasion of the briefing that it could be interpreted that they may be 
favorable to it would it lead that they will not carry the opposition beyond a certain point yes it's not just a 
question of being favorable it's a question of whether one actively yeah an act of congress terminates an 
action uh of which one has been well aware fine now i'd like to ask uh pursue with you a bit the the what 
seems to me to be the principle of foreign policy involved here as you've described it uh in some detail in 
your statement and uh i think uh i may just start the question with a quote from the president which is very 
much along the same line he said the senate decision is a deep tragedy for all countries whose security 
depends on the united states 
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on the united states ultimately it will profoundly affect the security of our own country as well how can the 
united states the greatest power in the world take the position that the soviet union can operate with impunity 
many thousands of miles away with cuban troops and massive amounts of military equipment while we 
refuse any assistance to the majority of the local people who ask only for military equipment to defend 
themselves and you've said much the same throughout your statement now is it there for the administration's 
position that the united states must become involved in any conflict in which the soviet union is involved 
seriously if no important strategic interest of the united states is affected and the country in question has not 
traditionally relied on united states for protection i guess what i'm really asking is does the united states 
security depend on our becoming involved in every conflict in which the soviet union is providing assistance 
and if so aren't we in this case allowing the soviet union to define american interests and uh in effect to make 
us a reactive in policy rather than determining our own well the only way you can avoid being reactive it with 
respect to military action is to initiate it yourself if you may not act at all that's right but if you don't initiate the 
military actions yourself then the decision will always be imposed on you in one way or another by the 
aggressive nation now i would make a distinction between soviet military assistance and of equipment of 
some kind and a massive soviet military operation i think you will also appreciate that it is very difficult for a 
secretary of state to the state in public session what the united states will not do because that will then open 
up vast areas which seem open for all kinds of adventures 
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open for all kinds of adventures i think we developed a national consensus during the period of the vietnam 
war that invoice of national liberation which have a largely local origin the united states will not become 
involved simply because it prefers one group over another and it will rely largely on the local forces to 
achieve their own successes and therefore in mozambique for example where the basic orientation of frelimo 
is probably not much different from the mpla the united states made no effort to affect the course of events 
and it probably not much different from the mpla the united states made no effort to affect the course of 
events and as you know mr chairman we immediately established diplomatic relations and have sought since 
then to improve our relationships with them similarly in angola during 1974 we had many opportunities to 
become involved in the support of the two factions that on the whole we referred to the mpla but we did not 
feel that our national interest was sufficiently involved in the struggle within angola as long as it was a 
substantially local struggle for us to involve ourselves by giving military equipment and therefore we only 
made the a grand of 300 000 which went mostly to bicycles of his equipment and political efforts of the fnla 
uh within the context of the coalition government 
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government which we were supporting as a result of the alvaro accord and none of it went to our uh 
therefore i do not believe that the soviet actions in significantly increasing their military equipment uh military 
support to angola or to the mpla were triggered by american actions and we gave the soviet union many 
opportunities to back off it however when eleven thousand cuban combat troops appear when the soviet 
union puts into one country the equivalent of all the military equipment that has been sent from all other 
sources to sub-saharan africa then we are no longer talking of a local struggle and then we are talking about 
a situation where if the united states were to say that it will be indifferent it would do two things it would tell all 
countries outside of a traditional orbit that if that sort of pressure appears they have no choice except to 
accommodate to it and secondly it might tell the soviet union that even in areas of traditional concerns of 
american security the ability or willingness to react might be might be minimal we believed we believe rightly 
but we will never be able to prove it that until the middle of december the soviet intervention was at the limit 
of what was sustainable by covert operation and that they would have had to make in january the same 
decision i had already pulled that out to the church committee that is to say whether they would put 
everything at risk by going to this sort of massive intervention that has now developed now i regret that we 
were not given the opportunity 
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that we were not given the opportunity to play this diplomacy to the end to see whether it the oau could be 
given a constructive uh to give given a constructive role but you asked me the fundamental question i would 
say that when soviet military equipment appears on this massive scale and is backed by substantial military 
forces that are in effect soviet controlled then we have a problem in which any president i would think of 
either party would ask have to ask himself what american security interests are and i would not want to make 
a flat judgment based on the traditional role we have played in that country thank you i have some other 
questions but my time is up senator percy secretary kissinger i should like to try to determine in the next few 
minutes the extent of american involvement in angola uh the extent of chinese involvement and why they 
apparently chose to withdraw and the reaction of mr brezhnev when you presented him and confronted him 
with the facts i presume in just as forceful a manner as you have here in this uh open testimony to the extent 
that you can reveal these publicly we would appreciate it but whenever you wish to do so an executive 
session that always is acceptable of course so far as american involvement is concerned i'd like to quote 
your own words that it's an unambiguous and straightforward policy or has been that angola of american 
policy that amer angola is an african problem and should be left to africans to solve you evidence some uh i 
thought surprise when i mentioned advertisements from mercenaries uh here is a story from yesterday's 
washington post out of kinshasa by a washington post foreign correspondent david ottaway indicating that 
unita has decided now that south african 
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has decided now that south african troops apparently are being withdrawn to attempt to replace them with 
european and american mercenaries the day before here was the headline that appeared in the washington 
star based on two investigative reporters who say wanted xgis for angola war fifteen hundred dollars a month 
and they reprint a classified advertisement uh asking for veterans with a telephone number following that up 
apparently the person doing it is larry mitchell uh a nine-year army veteran of intelligence and special forces 
medical work in vietnam and when he was asked whether or not cia money was involved he said he wouldn't 
reveal but he said he wouldn't be surprised if it were coming from the cia who else could afford something 
this large i just because that's on the public record i'd like to ask you whether or not cia or any american 
government institution or department or agency is involved in recruiting mercenaries in any official or 
unofficial capacity directly or indirectly the cia is not involved in the recruiting of of these individuals it is of 
course possible that in a very indirect way that is to say that money that has been given to unita is then used 


by unita and not by the cia to recruit us to recruit people we do not know exactly what the origin of these 
advertisements is but there are some basic facts first and fundamentally that the united states has offered 
repeatedly unconditionally to work for the removal of all foreign forces without any conditions whatsoever 
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any conditions whatsoever we have stated publicly that we would work for the prior removal of south african 
forces as long as we were given some kind of idea when the cuban and soviet forces would withdraw our 
basic objective is to leave the issues in angola to the angle the on the other hand what is now being what is 
now developing in angola is that almost all of the fighting for the mpla is done by cubans uh the equipment 
that they have is too sophisticated to be used by the mpla forces that are not so highly trained therefore 
inevitably those who resist the cuban forces will need individuals on their side that can use complicated 
equipment and this produces the incentive for outsiders our united states government funds being used 
though directly or indirectly to recruit american mercenaries it depends how you define indirectly i would have 
to check to know whether how the unita if this is done for you neither his account is is using the funds no 
american funds are being used by american agencies nor do american agencies supervise uh this part of the 
effort but i would like to check precisely but i can give you ai would appreciate that very much and i i 
particularly asked the question as a matter of principle mr secretary because i was startled last week when 
former secretary dean ross testified in answer to a question that i put to him in the government operations 
hearing 
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in the government operations hearing that when i asked him if he knew while he was secretary what the cia 
were doing that had a major impact on foreign policy he said he thought at the time he was secretary he did 
know but he has subsequently learned that he did not know things that they were undertaking that he should 
have known do you feel today that you in the light of everything that has transpired that you do know and are 
personally acquainted with everything of a major nature affecting foreign policy that the cia or any other 
intelligence unit is carrying on of a covert nature or overt nature abroad i'd like to say first of all that all these 
investigations have created a somewhat misleading impression of what is going on now since 1969 the 
number of covert operations has been reduced by at least 50 percent and probably by more so it is not that 
there are an enormous number of covert operations going on and of course under present circumstances 
any president would have to think extremely seriously in weighing the dangers of exposure before he 
undertakes any i also believe that there is an area between over diplomacy and military action which 
precisely as military conflicts become less likely and less possible it is important to retain for which it is 
important to retain the capability for covert action i'm confident that uh that i know uh intelligence activities 
that bear on foreign policy this does not mean that an occasional minor event could not occur but i would 
think that all major things bearing on foreign policy i would be you do not feel that the removal of your title in 
the white house uh and then the national security council has in any way imperative your ability to get access 
to that information and you're right to 
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that information and you're right to know no i don't believe that i've been told incidentally with respect to your 
previous questions senator firstly that we have asked the justice department to investigate the cases which 
you have mentioned in order to determine just what the who the parent organization for this recruiting and 
that this investigation is now underway finally on american involvement uh can you tell us how much up until 
december 31st of last year the united states government has spent in angola in that calendar year and how 
much you would like to spend if you had a unilateral decision on this matter in angola directly or indirectly 
that is through any neighboring countries that you how much you'd like to spend if you had the unilateral 
power to spend it authorize and appropriate it and spend it this year what would be in your judgment the right 
amount for us to expend in that area that senator percy these figures have uh we haven't stated them 
publicly in the past but they've been in the press so much the amount that had been set aside prior to 


december was something like 32 million dollars uh we were asking for another 28 million dollars we believed 
uh let me explain the strategy we were pursuing in december in december we wanted to bring about a 
military balance or to put the soviet union and cuba into a position where they could overcome the 
equilibrium which was foreseeable by those sums only by an effort of a magnitude that would clearly threaten 
other relationships and we were accompanying this with parallel diplomatic efforts to structure a an oau 
resolution that both of us could support designed to get all foreign intervention 
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designed to get all foreign intervention out and we had some some hope some considerable confidence in 
fact that by the end of january this process might be accomplished and this is why we thought 28 million 
dollars was enough for that purpose and why the relationship in the balance of forces to which the chairman 
referred in his opening statement cannot would apply more to a protracted conflict and to what we had in 
mind now under present circumstances where the cubans have doubled their military force since uh the 
middle of december and where the soviet union now has taken public positions which they never took before 
it would probably require a considerably larger effort and therefore i have stated the problem of overt 
assistance in a much more tenuous way i do not think it is in our national interest to produce another 
confrontation between the executive and the congress on this issue and what we have in mind of doing is to 
sit down with a number of the key members of both houses of the congress with the figures as they appear 
to us and see what they think before we make a formal request and i'm not prepared to make a formal 
request today uh mr secretary we have a vote on the floor and i'll just put the two questions to you that 
whenever my turn comes up again what is china's role uh today and what has caused them to bring about a 
change in that policy if they have and what was mr brosnan's response when you put it to him as forcefully 
as you must have as to the effect that it would have upon our relationships with the soviet union if they 
persisted in this policy of overt intervention in angola well i'll answer this after the vote or do you want me to 
answer now we'll come right back and i think senator casey's turn and i'll just pull those questions off the next 
round senator charles percy of illinois 
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senator charles percy of illinois republican has been questioning the secretary of state he'll be that was 
senator clark and as you heard from senator percy there is a vote on it on ask the senate i don't know what 
the vote is but it must be important because everybody has left so i'm here and robert crowley has joined me 
thank goodness he's here so that he can talk with me so there isn't a monologue going over one thing we 
might mention at the offset is that this is a rather small committee well it's a subcommittee of the full foreign 
relations and members of the committee besides senator clark include joe biden hubert humphrey gail 
mcgee from wyoming james pearson from kansas republican robert griffin from mission republican also 
george mcgovern is sitting in today senator biden it seems is not going to go uh participate in the votes he'll 
resume the hearing and become the chairman i think we can go right back joseph barton a democrat from 
delaware um i uh investigated by by your appeal to the authority of the congress throughout your your your 
statement as i think about it and i'm fascinated by your appeal to authority of the congress which is 
throughout the statement that by uh fail by the failure of the congress early on to take strong opposition uh 
that it led the administration i guess it helped you in formulating your policy was that the implication of the 
statement that by failure for us to vocally in the beginning uh express opposition you assumed acquiescence 
which in turn helped you in in moving your policy decision along to be involved that always happens when i 
speak and turn the lights off yeah let's see now where that comes on again 
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the problem of of congressional oversight is complex because on the one hand it has this field has generally 
been considered one of executive prerogatives in which the congress exercises a general supervision but 
not necessarily approval of each individual act and indeed i would say that as we evolve a relationship 
between the executive and the congress the interplay between the day-to-day supervision and the general 


policy supervision is is one that requires a great deal of attention the fact is that our perception was that we 
felt we had an obligation to the national interest to begin doing what we thought was the right that we thought 
that if we met what seemed to us our position in principle that would lead to profound divisions we would 
then have an opportunity early in the effort to assess that either because those who were briefed did not 
understand what we wanted what we had in mind or because where they were uncharacteristically reticent 
we did not get the impression that there was an opposition in principles of a magnitude that would cause the 
country simply to shut the thing off in the middle i didn't mean to imply that every single senator who was 
being briefed agreed we knew that senator clark had a different view but i would distinguish between the 
objections he took which were expressed in an amendment that really was quite compatible with what we 
thought could evolve and a flat cut off of future funds 
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future funds i i i understand better what you're saying i i'd like to uh i have some substantive questions i hope 
they're substantive questions but uh but before i i proceed with them i'd like to you had stated at one point 
that you gave the sequence of events with regard to congressional briefings as you saw it i'd like you to have 
the benefit of knowing what i saw from the other side and maybe you can understand my my concern better 
then as early as july i believe uh mr ingersoll uh briefed the subcommittee and i think it's date you have a 
date i'm not sure of it uh what the date is but sometime in july at which time it's attached to the uh at which 
time there was i i'm informed that this particular one july 28 was not on the list uh that you submitted uh but 
at any rate regardless of when it was or when they they were um the first time i heard about uh this uh our 
involvement uh uh in angola uh in any manner at all was sometime around that time and and it was relatively 
small at that time and the the stated objectives were then different than what the status objectives were at 
subsequent meetings we had and different than the amounts of money which were said to be intended to be 
put in there my recollection is and i don't have any notes in front of me my recollection is the amount was 
something under 10 million dollars the first time i was briefed and was told then that the likelihood of it going 
beyond that amount was just not conceivable we just had no intention of being involved beyond that we 
didn't see we saw that as a cut off point and uh um and then each subsequent meeting and even though 
each of these briefings which you listed only several without was i in attendance uh the staff in turn uh would 
come and the foreign relations committee staff would brief me about what had transpired at the 
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about what had transpired at the subsequent meetings without necessarily trying to elicit a response from my 
standpoint what it looked like was the first time i was told it was something which i stated then on the record 
an objection to but it was something of a magnitude that didn't seem to be very very broad and our major 
concern at that time expressed in the meeting was one of whether or not in light of the cia investigations it 
was smart policy for you to conduct a covert activity and what that would do domestically if that came out the 
second area of discussion was what in the heck is south africa going to be doing and when we're no south 
africa wasn't going to be any part of this we had no knowledge of it at that time apparently of their interest in 
being involved so we weren't going to quote be embarrassed by south africa but that's the that's the the 
character in which the the the briefings and discussions were cast um and then i must admit that at least for 
uh senator clark and i uh newer members of the committee and only members of the subcommittee you 
know why we're on the subcommittee it was an important subcommittee until angola became an important 
issue so we got the african affairs subcommittee uh and uh um so we were the only ones that initially who 
were being briefed and quite frankly speaking for myself i wasn't sure and i'm still not sure i'm sure it will 
become clearer how to handle a cia briefing or a state department briefing that's that that's labeled classified 
when you object vehemently i mean what do you do you walk out and say object you you know i wasn't sure 
how how you go about that i'm learning but i wasn't sure then um and believe it or not mr secretary i don't 
believe in leaks i think that's a hell of a way to do business and i'll never do that as evidenced by a couple 
reporters out there who asked me on occasion what was said in those meetings and i wouldn't tell them but 


the point being i was at a loss myself is knowing how to handle it and i assume that will come with 
experience but from one member's viewpoint that's how it looked number one there was hardly any 
involvement and an assurance that there 
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involvement and an assurance that there would be no no no substantial increase in that involvement two that 
there was no way of it being found out so there wouldn't be any domestic embarrassment or there didn't 
seem any possibility but because of the amounts and because the manner in which it was being shipped in 
and three uh there was no likelihood of any any embarrassment as a consequence of uh association with uh 
um uh south africa which some of us believed to have been i guess most of us believe to have a despicable 
uh policy with regard to uh blacks anyway that's just i just wanted you to have that perspective and as i 
understand your statement and and i'm going to try to summarize and see if i understand the thrust of what 
you're saying when the point came that the ussr and cuba uh intervened on a major scale we moved from uh 
bicycle diplomacy to uh um to arms diplomacy uh that is up to now to that point you said and you mentioned 
your statement we we supplied everything from bicycles to radios or whatever and that and and i or or was 
not radio bank i remember bicycles being mentioned and um and then but only as a consequence of their 
massive intervention and the losses on the part of uh the factions which they were not backing did we feel 
there was a need to escalate our our activity and then it seems to me that that you went on to say that 
number one this is a civil war is that correct do i do i understand that to be it was a civil war until the soviet 
union and cuba escalated their role to the point where almost all of the fighting on one side is done by the 
cuban forces well okay now also i think you said that there is no at least overwhelming economic or strategic 
interest which the united states has in angola there is no unilateral preferred position that the united states 
seeks in angola the united 
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united states seeks in angola the united states could live with any angolan government that emerges out of 
angolan processes for example in terms of our strategic and economic interest if south africa had been the 
one to take the role which cuba and and uh um the ussr have taken the soviets have taken we wouldn't feel 
as compelled to be there would we or any other country but the soviet union if south africa i'd have to answer 
this in two parts if south africa had played that role it would have not had the global impact that a soviet 
cuban action had but it would have had a very profound african impact and therefore we would certainly have 
opposed and very strongly opposed a unilateral south african intervention on the ground that it would have 
undermined the moderate african governments like zambia's if if angola were turned into a south african 
outpost so we would have opposed it for different reasons but dealing with south africa we would have had a 
less a less international confrontation would have been a more manageable confrontation well the point i'm 
trying to get to is that the uh it's the global impact that that is this has that you feel calls for uh um uh at least 
in this situation are our involvement in terms of backing uh militarily and not in terms of troops or advisors but 
in terms of dollars uh um another faction and that and you and you go at great length and i think lay out very 
succinctly uh your well-known view with regard to what american interests are vis-a-vis the soviet union and 
what the free world's interests are are uh chances are vis-a-vis the united 
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uh chances are vis-a-vis the united states involvement in um my view with respect to the soviet union is a 
dual tracked one i have always believed very strongly that we must seek to improve relations and not base 
our relations on traditional patterns of diplomacy because those in the past have always led to war but i also 
believe that that policy of relaxation of tensions can succeed only from a position in which the security of all 
parties is assured and in which neither side seeks to impose a unilateral advantage on the other that so that 
is a somewhat complex approach i i i believe it is a complex approach but ultimately why aren't you 
describing the theory that that that peace is indivisible and where in fact the soviet union is in whatever way 
causing elimination of the state of peace or being involved in a confrontation that that our security rests upon 


are countering their actions i would make a distinction between the situations such as vietnam in which there 
were substantial indigenous forces and indigenous organizations from a situation in which essentially you're 
dealing with a foreign intervention at very large at very long distances in areas in which there has been no 
traditional soviet not to speak of cuban interest in that respect i do believe that peace is indivisible well i have 
that is to say that if the soviet union perceives that it is free to project its influence by military means uh then 
unopposed that then we will live in a world of great instability i'm not 
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in a world of great instability i'm not saying that political competition will not go on of course it will and we 
have been engaging in political competition in many areas of the world but the whole effort of the policy of 
relaxation of tensions has been to limit the scope of this competition to political and perhaps economic 
means until it could be turned into a more positive relationship but if military means become again the 
accepted standards then eventually all international restraints will disappear well that is my concern my my 
ten minutes up i'd like to pursue that in several other areas if we get to a second round of questioning thank 
you mr secretary senator mcgovern here this morning that the strategic significance of angola is really not uh 
at issue that is the the important question is how the u.s response affects our credibility as a world power uh 
is that is that i would say there is there is some strategic significance to angola and it is certainly a a different 
world from the one that existed 20 years ago when one looks at the emerging string of soviet bases or areas 
they can use on both sides of the african continent but i if you if my order of priorities the concern is the 
overall impact on the nature of the world in which we live if these methods are permitted to i think our 
ambassador to the un might have slightly overstated the strategic significance of 
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overstated the strategic significance of an mtla victory when he said that it would jeopardize freedom of the 
seas and constitute a threat to brazil well i'm trying to reduce the flow of communications to the state 
department so i am trying to keep controversies to one a week i would have put my order of priorities in 
terms of the impact on the world equilibrium and the strategic impact although i would not deny that there is a 
strategic impact too on page 10 of your statement mr secretary you said i must note with some sadness that 
by its actions the congress has deprived the president of indispensable flexibility in formulating a foreign 
policy which we believe to be in our national interest i think from what you've told us here today and other 
things that you've said to members of the foreign relations committee that that is a matter of overriding uh 
concern with you is it not i believe uh senator leaving aside all the disputes and specific policies on which 
serious people can differ that that it is the essence of foreign policy is design timing proportion uh which 
requires above all continuity and some overriding conception and with all respect the congress is better 
organized to take individual decisions than to take uh than to emphasize those qualities and how to reconcile 
those those two objectives seems to me one of big national problems right now i i believe a strong foreign 
policy requires executive authority now how that is related to congressional supervision is one that we should 
work 
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supervision is one that we should work out together well i think the the problem with your uh sadness over 
congress depriving you of some flexibility mr secretary is based on the fact that uh history didn't begin with 
angola that's true and that uh the experience of the of the congress in granting too much flexibility has been 
an enormous disaster in indochina that almost destroyed the credibility of the united states here here we 
really have a posture statement from you that uh is a carefully thought out position by the administration that 
the credibility of the united states as a power in in the world is really what is at stake here but i think many 
members of the congress who are reluctant to give you the flexibility that you ask for are basing that on a 
bitter historic experience and i understand that uh the problem we have is whether we will uh it is clear that 
the pendulum had gone too far at the direction of executive authority and that that that led to decisions that 
that were tragic the danger now is that the pendulum will swing too far the other way for very understandable 


reasons but we will be judged not by how well we understand the causes of our actions but whether we can 
develop a mode of national action that is relevant to our problems and whether we can can transcend the 
past sufficiently to find the proper balance between the need of executive authority and the need for 
congressional supervision i'm not arguing to it for a return to the situation that you have described but i'm 
also extremely concerned about the tendencies 
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extremely concerned about the tendencies that have however understandably developed over the course of 
recent years as a result of the war in vietnam watergate and its and its aftermath and i think it is a major 
national problem to find the proper balance between executive authority and congressional supervision in the 
period in which we are living well i think mr secretary it's not simply a matter of finding a proper balance on 
procedure but it's also a question of judgment as to what the foreign policy of the united states ought to be 
certainly now you uh uh said here a while ago although it's not in your prepared statement i hope i'm not 
misquoting you that you feel that our country has now reached a consensus that we shouldn't be involved in 
uh so-called wars of liberation that are basically of an indigenous quality and i take it that you uh you were 
drawing that as a central lesson from vietnam that it was uh in retrospect a mistake for us to have been so uh 
so heavily involved there but how do you square that with the fact that as recently as a year ago you and the 
president were here before the congress pleading for another billion dollars in arms to try to determine the 
outcome of that indigenous struggle in in southeast asia or or that as recently as this week the ambassador 
the last ambassador out there says it's the fault of congress that saigon fell he was your representative in 
saigon the last man to leave there yet he's testifying before the congress that uh had it not been for the 
vietnam resources center uh uh influencing the congress that uh we'd probably still be standing out there for 
uh the cause of freedom in saigon how 
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uh the cause of freedom in saigon how how how do you square that with the conclusion you give us today 
that we've learned our lesson in vietnam uh we last year we had two problems one was that the military 
actions that were then taking place in south vietnam involved uh i forget the figures now either 18 out of 20 of 
the north vietnamese divisions i know that all except two of the existing north vietnamese divisions were sent 
into the south in total violation of the paris accord that we had signed in 1973 with north vietnam and that 
many other countries had endured so what we were facing there was if not outside aggression at least a total 
violation of an armistice agreement that had been internationally recognized secondly the decisions we made 
that we faced last year at that time uh involved also how the united states would conduct itself in what we 
generally recognize it's probably the final phase of a national tragedy and how the united states could bring 
this tragedy to an end and the real difference at the time was between those who believed that we should 
make every effort to give ourselves the maximum opportunity to evacuate the largest number of vietnamese 
and to evacuate the americans there under conditions of maximum safety or whether we should simply 
terminate all all of the assistance and i believe that in the briefings that i gave at that time in executive 
session to many congressional committees i made clear that the expectation that we we had few illusions 
about the probable outcome of the 
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about the probable outcome of the military operations that were then going on and that we were rather 
concerned about another now with respect to assessing who is to blame at what phase of that operation i 
have i do not feel that that is an exercise in which we should now engage because any one can always find 
individual decisions which have caused particular events but it's the overall effort that has to be charged well 
i'm i'm my time is up must say i'm not interested in trying to make any individual assessment of blame either i 
i i believe an amnesty for all concerned in that miserable war but i uh i do think that we have to understand 
that the reluctance of congress to provide a free hand in angola uh or elsewhere is related to history and that 
this is not something that's going to be cured overnight oh and the free hand isn't what what is needed 


anyway but a greater degree of of confidence in long-range purposes must be established over a period of 
time under case clifford case a republican from new jersey i think these are very important hearings i i would 
like to to pick up where senator mcgovern was discussing uh basic questions with you i do think if i may say 
so before i get into that that most of your statement and it's a very broad statement the very comprehensive 
ones pretty much though is dealing with threshing old straw it's threshing old straw your complaint that you 
had told congress as much as as they needed to know on many occasions and the effect that the fact that 
you regarded your disclosures in effect is 
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disclosures in effect is stopping them from complaining because they didn't complain at the time you're 
you're feeling that if we hadn't intervened in december uh you could have carried it out successfully uh uh we 
accept understand how you feel about this we happen to disagree we happen to disagree that's all i'm not i 
don't want to as i say i don't want to get into threshing that old straw again i i do want it to get to the point uh 
for for our purposes and yours of some rather basic questions first of all i'll leave aside the technical matter of 
supervision and oversight that is being dealt with in other areas and this committee is deeply interested in 
order to have an input and we will i'm sure but that's not before us immediately today it's this question of your 
belief about the need for the president to have flexibility this is very basic i think i would just like to put out the 
possibility that this in this country of ours that is just not what we're supposed to have and that that's the 
difference between the united states of america and uh and uh and everything that had gone before it now i i 
i'm not sure that i would say this but i think at least it ought to be admitted as a as a hypothesis in our 
thinking in our efforts to get together and it would have several consequences and one is that you'd never 
get into an active opposition to a foreign country without the uh without doing it in the open it doesn't always 
have to be an act of war and therefore it doesn't always have to have congressional uh approval under the 
constitution but uh but many anything that involves money i think should have and it should be done in the 
open i'm not you know for yielding to the russians constantly probing and trying to find weak spots 


01:58:01 (https:/Awww.youtube.com/watch?v=O-0iIYNTxPZ4&t=7081s 





weak spots but i think we ought to answer that in an open way and and and that flexibility of the kind that you 
discuss which implies the ability of the administration to to deal with covert activity just telling a few members 
of congress and getting approval i think all that's fine but it doesn't answer the question the real question is 
with the american people you're going to be involved in responses of a serious nature and and and i think 
that's a very basic question that we uh we we have to meet it here and and uh i think it is involved and i wish 
you would comment on this because uh i do think that in this country we've got a different kind of an animal 
from the kind of of one of a governmental and sovereign state and an operation in the world than than ever 
went before it and that this is really what is in the sense involved here are the people going to continue to do 
what the founding fathers and i don't apologize for using a quite old expression uh thought that this country 
was all about well if you if you look at american history i think you will find that in the field of foreign policy uh 
presidents since the days of the founding fathers have exercised really unusual discretion from the monroe 
doctrine to many of the uh but you see that was an open statement the world got it people got it they couldn't 
support it or they could have objected to it at the time it was proclaimed it was proclaimed before before it 
was 
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it was proclaimed before before it was ratified by by the congress it was stated as an american policy yes but 
but stated openly i mean this this is let me separate the question of of executive discretion from the question 
of of covert operations which i will get to with your permission separately i believe an amount of executive 
discretion is essential in the sense that somebody has to speak for the united states and when one conducts 
diplomacy the expectation of other countries that the president or the secretary of state or whoever is 
designated to speak for the united states can in fact deliver on the promises or the threats it's essential for 
the role that the united states has set itself now a wise president and secretary of state will make certain to 


get the congressional approval and the public support that he can muster and therefore the idea that foreign 
policy can be designed in total secrecy and carried out without anybody's knowledge is one that is 
incompatible with our tradition and i think if we look over the actions of either presidents or secretaries of 
state a great effort is devoted to maybe not enough but simply to gaining congressional and public uh 
support for policies now there are areas of policy in which which are peculiar to the modern period which 
have been uh expressed in the area of covert operations which present peculiar difficulties because when 
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because when publicly about they can either lead to extreme complexities or become totally unmanageable 
and yet they occur in an area where first our opponents are active and secondly which has become uh 
because of the particular aspects of the modern period especially vulnerable we have not yet found a good 
solution for the handling of covert operations the committees that were briefed were not selected by the 
administration they were established by the countries only last year it was not the administration which 
selected uh boom to brief on angola it was the congress which had established those particular procedures 
to which we adhered now that i admit presents problems uh which we have to consider now on the basic 
problem of public support and congressional support for foreign policy i believe on the main purposes of the 
foreign policy fundamental objectives the fundamental commitment there has to be total disclosure on the 
day-to-day tactics a certain amount of confidentiality is necessary until at least a point of potential decision is 
reached at which again the the processes of the congress and of the public must operate so it is very hard to 
draw any absolute distinctions but all democracies in history have had the problem of how to reconcile their 
democratic procedures with the need for authority especially in the field of foreign policy 
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in the field of foreign policy and it's one to which there is no no easy answer i understand that of course but i 
didn't want to get too deeply into details or even questions as to what the next step is which we'll be very 
glad to get your recommendations on your your only new point here was that you might consider 
recommending over assistance that hasn't become a that hasn't become a a a recommendation at this point 
so i didn't question you about i think the chairman will confirm that i was asked to explain the reasons for our 
angola policy oh yeah i think it's been most helpful to have you here also to give us a chance to explain what 
the thing it looked like from our side and to emphasize that we are the same opinion still as to the wisdom of 
the action that the senate took and just one other point before i have to go to vote i don't feel that apology is 
necessary but but the situation was not the same in july as it was later in december and and uh a failure to 
make overt uh objection particularly when we were under uh a an injunction of secrecy to what was proposed 
in july i never felt and i do not still feel that stopped us from objecting in december when that when the 
situation we all know what their situation was and let me let me make clear my i am not saying that that 
members of the countries who failed to object at earlier periods had no right to object in december uh that is 
not my concern my concern is that at a time when we were in the middle of a delicate diplomatic operation 
which we believed would take another six weeks to complete whether another means could have been found 
or whether enough time could have been given to complete this regardless of whether 
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complete this regardless of whether members of congress had previously expressed their view but in any 
event this is now in the past and not a great deal is gained by by going over it but i agree for example that mr 
biden the senator biden's account of what we presented in july is essentially what our perception of it was in 
july and that the magnitude of the soviet effort and the lengths to which the soviet union was prepared to go 
were not clear to us until later in october and the jury raised the situation on the other side too senator clifford 
case a republican from new jersey was questioning the secretary of state we are at a hearing by the 
subcommittee senate foreign relations on africa and angola senator joseph biden they're on their way i don't 
know what your schedule is i can't stay another minute so well they they're behind me they should be here 
shortly um uh if i could pursue um line of questioning that that i've begun before until they come with regard 


to um the the destabilizing effect of uh um angola dominated by an mpla dominated by the soviet union uh 
yeah i make a distinction here yes please i uh it is not that the united states cannot survive in angola 
dominated by the mpla and even an mpla dominated by the soviet union it is rather the principle that is 
established that the soviet union has in effect imposed with 11 thousand cuban troops eight governments in 
uh such a country and that as a result other countries 
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and that as a result other countries threatened with the potentiality or the actuality of similar intervention uh 
might adjust their policies to it that concerns asthma thank you i'll i'll uh yield to senator powell thank you very 
much mr secretary i think so often i think senator mcgovern touched on this a little bit the past is obviously 
prologue to the future to repeat that pat statement and i asked the library of congress to look into the record 
of soviet interventions abroad since world war ii these are figures you know better than i but there have been 
20 nations throughout the world where the soviets have rather than succeeding have failed to either maintain 
or to expand the influence and in africa alone you have the events that took place and i'll read the list isaiah 
ghana mozambique nigeria mali egypt and the sudan all areas where the soviet had a reasonably dominant 
influence at one point all areas where they were pushed back and it would seem to me that in this case 
where we all agree there's no strategic or immense american national interest involved that if the soviets did 
move into angola did succeed in having a dominant role did bleed themselves dry in their efforts to do this 
and in other parts of the world that the force of african nationalism is such that in a very few years the soviets 
would find that uh the result would be that angola would be added to that list of african nations in which 
they've been pushed out and why is this not looking ahead into the future and you i Know are much more of 
an historian than i am looking ahead into the future why is this not probably the scenario that will develop if 
we just sit back and let the soviets hang themselves well uh first of all going through your 
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well uh first of all going through your list of contracts in zaire the soviet union was not pushed out without 
some efforts by the united states uh in egypt it was at least the surrounding policy of the united states that 
had some effect on egyptian perceptions of the utility of uh sole reliance on the soviet union in the other 
countries you mentioned we are talking about soviet diplomatic influence that had been achieved through 
economic aid in some cases through military aid but through normal exercises of state-to-state relationships 
and while we were not happy with it this was not a matter which we would feel would require the active 
opposition of the united states what we face however in angola and if as i've said before the mpla had come 
to power in angola the way the free limo came to power in mozambique it again would not have provoked 
any significant american response what concerns us in angola is that we are facing 11 000 combat troops in 
a country like angola uh are a massive force that is a larger force than the entire mpla possessed at this time 
last year i think in march of this year the mpla had about in december of 75 they had about 4 000. in march 
of this year they were increased to or in march of 75 they were increased to december 74 they had 4 000 in 
march they went up to 10 000 and they're more cubans there now than they were mpla that the entire mpla 
had in its forces by the in the middle of the year that is a military intervention of a significant 
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military intervention of a significant kind right could i interrupt for one second there in connection with those 
figures you mentioned the 11 000 cuban troops of soviet and cuban troops and earlier you mentioned the 
200 million dollars would other intelligence services agree with our assessment as to those as to the extent 
of that intervention i think i would think so i i have no independent means of checking it uh but this uh i have 
never seen these figures contested right have you ever seen any uh have never seen those figures 
contested that some we now have for the total equipment is about 179 million dollars it's not quite uh 200 
200 million dollars so therefore whatever happens to the soviet influence there eventually it is the mere fact 
that that they were prepared to go to these lengths to install a government that must affect the calculations of 
countries like zaire zambia all of the francophone states as well as of countries in europe and in asia and i 


don't and we have considerable evidence to that secondly if you look at the evolution of soviet influence in 
africa it is true they have lost in some countries where they had been powerful but it's also true that if you 
compare their situation today to what it was 20 years ago they have been able to sustain an airlift into angola 
by using bases in guinea congo brazzaville and uh and elsewhere and that too is a fact so if you look at the 
secular trend uh that too uh that too is a reality finally what we wanted to do in angola is to make it as costly 
as possible for them along the lines that that you suggest to 
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along the lines that that you suggest to discourage future future adventures of a similar kind what i'm trying to 
understand more clearly is the order of priority because last year in portugal the soviets were were engaged 
pretty heavily financially if not with manpower and in the early 70s they certainly were engaged in egypt 
where they had sam missiles pointed directly at the ally israel and also where they had i think 20 000 soldiers 
and yet we did not feel compelled to bring this to the point of almost confrontation that the administration 
would like to do in this case what would be the difference but incidentally if i could add thank god we didn't 
intervene in portugal because the good sense of the portuguese people have handled the situation 
themselves apparently for the time being at least well we one reason we did not want to to make this an 
overt action is precisely to avoid a public confrontation and to permit a solution of it without bringing it to the 
point of open confrontation and we would have far preferred to handle the situation in angola and with by 
analogy to that of portugal in which a combination of the expressions of our concerns plus whatever advice 
we were able to give helped helped improve the climate so i would say however as a general rule that the 
attempt to expand the soviet sphere has been most effectively counted when the united states made it clear 
where the lines were and found itself in a position to take an action relevant to the local situation 
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situation and you think that philosophy a viewpoint which was absolutely correct in the years when i was an 
employee of your department and living in eastern europe and it was correct in the 40s and 50s it still applies 
in the 70s and 80s i would hope that the policy of relaxation with of tensions with the soviet union reaches a 
point where the proposition will not have to be tested but if in fact uh the policy is disregarded to a point uh 
as it has in angola i would think it applies yes thank you very much indeed thank you very much we're 
listening to senator claiborne pill of rhode island announced senator jacob javits of new york uh the challenge 
is uh seems to me the fundamental policy of the united states and it is this if you will look at page 10 of your 
statement you will see the words repeated only if soviet lack of restraint carries the risk of counteraction i 
repeat that only if soviet lack of restraint carries the risk of counteraction now if you then also follow this at 
page 43 of your statement and i only use those specifics because you did the statement so the thoughts are 
very clearly in your mind uh you will see again the kind of the the summation of that view a demonstration of 
a lack of resolve could lead the soviets to a great miscalculation thereby plunging us into a major 
confrontation which neither of us wants no question is it your belief and that of the administration policy that 
wherever the soviet moves hostility as it did in angola we must commit ourselves to counter 
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we must commit ourselves to counter bearing in mind that great nations can't bluff and that if the cuban 
spear point to the uh to the angolan forces that they are spearheading for uh overwhelms them but we must 
back up whatever is necessary in order to let the soviet know they can't get away with it by using cuban 
troops or not so question i ask you is it the administration's view that we must counter whatever it takes a 
hostile move by the soviet where it affects and i'll take your definition uh uh people who simply cannot resist 
them and will be overwhelmed and will thereby be governed by some form of communist state well it is 
certainly it is certainly the administration's view that the soviet union must not be given any assurance that it 
can use its military forces in an aggressive way without running a risk of encountering the united states 
whether what we will precisely do in each circumstance that i am not prepared to say is a general principle 
but we must certainly discourage the proposition that the soviet union has the right to deploy its military 


forces into other parts of the world or the military forces of its client states in an aggressive manner uh 
without without serious risks because if we do not do this we will soon later find a situation either of 
miscalculation or uh of such an erosion of uh of restraint where we will then have to take much more drastic 
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then have to take much more drastic action and a much more serious circumstance now does that action 
necessarily have to be action of the quality which the soviet union takes in other words they are moving with 
uh with material military materiel and troops who are their agents must we counteract in that place with 
military material and some form of military force if nothing else will develop that depends on the local 
situation we have to react in some relevant form to the provocation what it is is hard to predict from case to 
case and i wouldn't insist on one rule for all circumstances well for example the uh the cuba has just been 
readmitted to the oas in a sense uh now she was readmitted because she seemed to be having relatively 
peaceful intentions toward latin america no more che guevara activities now cuba has materially endangered 
the peace of the world in an extraordinary action not unequivalent to what brought on the 1962 crisis at which 
kennedy called a turn on the soviet union and khrushchev turned his ships around why shouldn't we lean on 
the oas and on the whole inter-american system to throw out cuba well technically cuba has not been 
readmitted to the oas uh technically what the oas has done is to vote to ratify its existing practice which was 
that any uh in any state in the hemisphere had the right to re-establish relations with uh cuba at its own 
discretion but it is not readmitted cuba has not been readmitted specifically to the to the oas 


02:22:01 (https:/Awww.youtube.com/watch?v=O-0iIYNTxPZ48&t=8521s 





the problem we have it is our impression and be interested also when to get the senator's impression from 
his trip to latin america that several latin american states are profoundly concerned about the uh excuse me 
we want to ask him if he wants to win this camp go ahead mr secretary how much time do you have about at 
most ten more minutes uh uh are profoundly concerned about cuban actions and what it may foreshadow in 
the western hemisphere at the same time there are also many countries that for their own domestic reasons 
their own sense of insecurity may not be prepared to make great public declarations about this uh i'm 
planning to go to latin america next month and i will get a better sense of the real state of view in latin 
america at that point but i already know of several latin american countries that are profoundly concerned 
about what is going on in uh with cuban forces in africa mr secretary my own impression and i've just been 
there uh is that you would probably find the same division uh in the latin america that you found with the 
organization of african unity about ethan and uh it is my considered judgment that the united states should 
nonetheless denounce what is being done demand that the oas revoke its resolution and have it out i think 
that's one of the things we're learning if we're going to be outvoted then we might as well do it fighting for 
what we think is right and secondly mr mr secretary isn't the same thing true of nato now nato has sedulously 
avoided uh 
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now nato has sedulously avoided uh the proposition that anything outside the nato geography is is its 
business now i know europe is is very weakened and very worried about oil but it too with our uh indignation 
can be gotten to stand up stronger than it has and i'll tell you this as one senator who voted against angola at 
the angolan involvement if we had had any help if we had had the least demonstration that others were with 
us you might have gotten a very different result but the fact is that i think the congress is just my own feeling 
as one senator has just about had it with a proposition that it's up to us everybody will hold our coat but we 
have to do it along now that somehow or other that nut has to be cracked and it will never be cracked unless 
we stand up to it because we are the leader whatever our decriers may say everywhere and even the 
secretary's testimony emphasizes that we remain the leader they all look to us no question but i in defense of 
our nato allies i must say that i met with the nato council in december just uh at the early part of december 
and there was a very large uh support for the policies we were then pursuing and uh some i would say not 
announced assistance not announced for the same reasons that we were trying to keep our support uh 


covered at that time i must say again last week when i briefed the nato council from on my return from 
moscow i found 13 of the 15 foreign ministers came to brazil which was an unusual demonstration of 
solidarity 
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solidarity and i would think that the basic analysis that i've presented here as to the nature of the angola 
problem would be shared by the overwhelming majority of my colleagues in nato mr secretary we i agree we 
are the leaders and we have a special responsibility but i think what we're what is coming through to the 
world mr secretary is that we have a responsibility to be joined with others and our special responsibility as 
you call it it seems to me uh if premise in their minds on the fact that they can tell us soto voce are in the 
privacy of the chancery that they're with us as so many asian nations did during the vietnam war they'd better 
find out that that doesn't work anymore justice senator case made the strong point with you and it is strong 
that for good or ill congress is asserting a constitutional authority which it has not asserted in years so it is 
my judgment in a public sense that our people are going to take the grief of making an albert instead of 
covert there are lots of advantages to make it covert the russians demonstrate that but it's not our ball game 
we're gonna have to make it overt but they have to realize that they got to declare themselves with us and 
that that the quiet conversation will not do but again i really have to say in defense of our nato allies who for 
the first time in a long time have been supporting us the british foreign minister the german foreign minister 
and the french prime minister all made statements last week very much along the lines of what i'm what i'm 
saying here 
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